Dear Harold, 


larch 2, 1972 


Thanks for your mailing of 2/10. I've been very tied up rath my 
thesis for the last feu weeks, thus the delayed reply. 

Your 2/4 conplains about Gary's disclosure to me of your dealings 
rath Fred Graham. He k told me absolutely nothing sxhsfecis substantive 
that you had not already informed me of ; he did indicate some opinions 
of his ora. Heedless to say I treat information about your 2 s±±a±kisd 
activities that comes from Gary or anyone else gsnt just as confidentially 
as what you tell me directly. Both Gany and I respect your demand for 
confidentiality as much as we inni would even if we thought your attitides 
on such matters were always reasonable. There is no way that what See Gary 
told me could have resulted in Graham cutting off contact rath you. 

Your note of 2/9 syas that 'one of the things (you) have been trying 
to get for years is now under review and reexamination, presumably fasjdsk 
by the Archives. The deliberate (and explained) vagueness of your note 
isssax makes it impossible for me to know what you are talking about. However 
since it may be relevant, I remind you that I made a series £ of requests 
of the Arvhives under the F of I A.ct some months ago, all of which were 
denied, .hen I submitted an appeal they said the material would be reviewed 
This includes some of the executive session transcripts. See my letter of 
July 31, 1971 to the Archives, and their reply of November 10. You may have 
these fifes filed under "F of I.“ f 

Your 2/10 to Vawter (GSA.) looks as if it is interesting, but i cam t 
k make out the carbon and I don't think it would make much sense without 
a copy of v's letter to you. As soon as I hear from them on my requests 
I will let you know. They wrote (on 1/6) that the review xnxd would be 
'this month ' . 

Hope all is well rath you. Take it easy, 

Sincerely, 

PoJl 

cc: GRS 



